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6^-01 35th Avenue 
j^cKson Heights, NY 


Mr. ‘Geoffrey Wo ;i.fr 
El Jar din 
Mijas ( Malaga ) 
Espana 


Dear Mr. Wolff: 


August 30, 1971 


Thank you for your prompt reply to ray letter of 4- 1Jfm o+ i y T 

so r quick?yr PC ’ qUit * frankly ’ 1 ' was surprised 

ULtrf “i S"s °Loondiv no i tes are h pcd vJS5?S*«S: p ' r ' 
the time Mr. Kaplan's review appeared ^nd^had W ® isbcr S lroa 
with John Leonard. Mr. T. P nr,,v.f l™...’..., d ,_ X , hc d also had dxscussic 


ons 


with John Leonard. Mr. Leonard* jessed “hScHo ae^upoS leur nln^ 

tL^hi^oS!fbf^ c ^ied^ d tJ d Kft KaPlan * H0 had aB8ured me ° 

May 30 Book review on May 20 Ld imiaediatel v°! if 1 , rirst saw the 
evening I phoned Mr qh^r*o* tt > i u ^ ^ u P ori driving home that 

carbons of the August 28 iqfifi -|» + + „i t, . noXe ° ^ nd . uhe 

While this does not attest to their a^cSacy'^S “ f parate 
attest to their authenticity. ' accura cy , it does, m my opinion, 

wM.hVS.S'Si Voor'“htft Ut T th h? J” f 111 » nunll) ' r or points 
cisexy an possible? 1 " l11 ^ *» enumerate them as eon- 

oLteSrSan?n?red h ' , 1 ? :t f r ' Pan0 k s £•*«>«> what you and Hr. Beisberg 

Vou“S Sly'lf ?sg M ?;th ei ? bere aia - in *«*’ 

told Mr. Weisberv that vl ltn 1 4 ». 966 ‘ ? oth 0± W ou agree that you 
three times' bnZj' apparently m?t 

* fold nim^pe^ l^hen S-^dSllKSf* 

v ' elab ' rs ’ 1 think 

he delivered "Whitewash" to ySm. 7 Untli cons i d ^ably after 

remains evident^ There \ras\ I policv y deois^ tter J ? nC underl y in S fact 
of the Warren ConnissiorT~Ymih-, C ^u d + C1 1031 a S ainst books critical 
view thei Yni, ! e Yoa B£ly that W ou *' 1 * unqualified to re- 

any of them! This Mr ySTr? ^ ^ +° e± ' ±ort to a ^ign them — 
of what -the motives were vl’, "If 3U5 ? ts -- to a Policy decision regardless 

Sher abl^to^attend^such ITols - 

loan supplement. Hy ™ 



,as I was pleased to be off it. " Mr. Wolff, you ask me to use simple 
' common sense, Believe me, that is what I am trying to do. Why was there 
any need to consult with your editors at all? Wasn't it you prefogotive 
to review or not to review, to assign or not to assign any book you 
saw fit? 

Richard Harwood, in an article in the Washington Post of July 
27, 1971 as much as stated that editorial policy in ' coverage ’ of the 
news was strictly consistent with national policy at the Washington 
Post well into the 60 *s. The article, entitled "The News Business - 
Have Newspapers Muffed the Job of Informing On Vietnam?" said in 
part that " the Times and the Washington Post continued into the 1960’s 
to accept the assumptions of the previous decade." on Vietnam, " it 
was only after a change in editors in late 1968 that doubts about those 
assumptions began to be expressed..." That editor was J. Russell Wiggins. 

3) I am also puzzled by your statement that you felt unqualified to 
review books dealing with the Warren Commission because you were not 
a lawyer. Surely reviewers are often faced with the problem of renew- 
ing books dealing with subjects about which they are unfamiliar. If 
reviewers as a matter of policy disqualified themselves in all such 
cases few books would ever be reviewed,, for few non— fiction books 
reflect subjects about which their authors do not hold significant 
expertise over and above that of the layman. Moreover, you did review 
Robert Blair Kaiser's "R'FK Must Die" last year. If you applied the 
same standards to thot book you should not have reviewed it, as you 
are not a psychiatrist, and you are stiii not a lawyer. 

No one is suggesting that there was a conspiracy at the Washington 
Post to ignore Mr. Weisberg's book, "Whitewash" preceded the publication 
of "Inquest" and "Rush to Judgement" by several months. It faced many 
problems which the later books did not face. The subject was for many 
a distasteful one, and "Whitewash" was the book which more or less 
had to break the ire. Weisberg, as you note, was his own publisher. 
"Whitewash" did not have the benefit of an introduction by Richard 
H. Rovere or Hugh Trevor-Roper. There was no question that Book Week 
would review "Inquest" and "Rush to Judgement" for both were backed 
by established publishers and large advertising budgets. Thus it yras 
not unreasonable for Mr. Weisberg to conclude that if his book was 
not reviewed in the daily book column the result would be that the 
Washington Post "would review all but mine, through BOOK WEEK." 

I am quite .willing to believe that you never read more than a 
tew pages of "Whitewash. " I also believe that you treated'Mr. Y/eisberg 
"fairly," "justly," and "with good mariners." It also seems apparent that 
you told him that you were reviewing no books about the assassination, 
and that you did not single his out. Isn't it possible, Mr. Wolff, 
that in articulating that universal x>oiicy to Mr. V/eisberg you’ 
may have tried to pacify him by saying something that might have led 
him to believe that based upon your lay understanding you had found 
"Whitewash" interesting and impressive? Isn't it possible that based 
upon those few pages you made the courteous remark that it " was much 
better written than you had led me to believe?" You do not seem to 
be an inconsiderate person or an impolite one. I would suggest that 
you have often made conciliatory statements to authors — if only on 
impulse — in an effort not to overly disappoint them. 

Mr. Wolff, I am not accusing you of being a liar. I bear no malice 
ol any sort toward you. The story you’ tell is essentially the same as 
the one Mr. Weisberg tells. The only real question is who decided that 
no books on the Warren Report would be reviewed. I do suggest that 
that letter to the Times was written in the heat of the moment, and 
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the facts, to say the least, are subject to interpretation. 

°n the matter of "Frame-Up," I apologize if I gave you the im- 
pression that Hr. v/eisberg had told me that you had had any contact 
with him with regards to a Newsweek review. I based that ■;>, 

fy a letter from toi^ Dienstfrey to Mr. Weis berg dated 

May 4_7, 13.71._It includes the l allowing statement: " One thing that 
has happened is that Geolircy Wolff, who was considering reviewing 
the book, considers your reference to him ( in regard to reviewing 
Wna^pvash ) completely incorrect, and he tells me that its appearance 
in Kaplan s review has seriously embarrassed him. He has written a 
letter to the book review section, presenting his view or the facts. 

view V the^book n,, ^k ff le ’ t ’ ter * In an Y case, Geoffrey will not now re- 

. , 1 d ° not nliare y° ur evaluation of "Frame-Up." I have read manv 

books that were far better written. I have read many books tfiat SSe 
better organised I have rarely read a book that so well succeeded 
in documenting its thesis. If it reads poorly, that is the ihuit’ of 
the publisher as much as it is the fault of the author, for one of 
the 1 unctions o.t a publisher is to edit the manuscript. In any case 
the value of "Frame-Up" is not in its use of similes or adjectives 
but m the sensational nature ol its revelations. Were yo/reuliv ’ 
unimpressed by Mr. Foreman's written bribes of James Earl Ray^ ^cre 

tt ed bS lie t " P Z m ^ I,,ra " ier affidavit stating that thl "sub- 

mitted bullet could not.be connected with the "submitted rifle?" 

Sh"e VtaUM? CVS a11 Wf *°* lelt no «»*<>rpri»t. in places 
Sacs tl Sc LcsLpab^y“UUU.. a -? 3 “ SS1 "- «»* the evieenoe 


, . _ , . conclusion that the conspicuous bundle cc 

tainaa S ^ a y 3 rifle and other belongings was planted? John Kaplan 
was _ the last man in the world who the Times should have chosen to 
view this book with tae possible exception of Percy Foreman him- 
oelf. His selection was consistent with a long standing , Times poliev 

t U ,1Uthc,rs P utt1 ^ forth conspiracy 110 ^ 

discredit gaTe J* 1 ® Times a golden opportunity to further 

discredit one book. You are distressed that the Times gave you no "prior 

Tlme-Vlve^h/ / /I lootnote r Arc y° u equally distressed that the ' 
„i rae ;; Mr « <Veisberg no prior chance to deny your letter? Perhaps 

Mr. Weisberg would have shown better judgement by excluding that 
footnote (which, by the way, identified no one by name ) from his 
book. Surely he could not have known that it would appear in the 

/ ra ®+*+? U + re S a rdless of whether it was good or bad judge- 

thaji’hi^loolnol y ?n P ictt ' r did Mr * Webber- far more damage 
than hio footnote could ever have done you. That footnot* was not 

an attack on you or the Washington Post, but rather it was intended 

questioS m that°thIeit Cta I CC ° n + ' hC part ° r thc media to ±,acc vital 
society tht threaten to undermine the entire structure of our 

as wcIi/l/t dn h +h.y + a +f n ° cons P^ acie3 " in your profession. You know 
^ 1 there are. This very subject was the obiset of 

Journal °on fm/V/Svi rt a dist jnguished paper than -the Wall Strbet 
B?eSI Book/ 97 / I Wa ! entitled "How 3ook Reviews Make or 

Slv k ~tt° 1 N ° In P act - Peuds, Intrigue and Inveigling 
Abound m an Unusual Field." 06 

+V) „ °pccii icaily let me tell you something of Times tradition in 
the area ol conspiracy literature. The Times' "resident" reviewed 
ol books critical of the Warren Commission was Fred Graham Jew York 
Times correspondent to the Supreme Court and outspoken admirer of Earl 
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Warren. He reviewed "Inquest," "Rush to Judgement," "Whitewash » 
"Accessories After the Fact," and "Six Seconds In Dallas." Perhaps 
there were a few more that he reviewed, but my memory tails me at 
the moment. Mr. Graham either began or ended each review bv ' reiterating 
his continued faith in the Warren Commission and depracati^g yet a^thfr 
conspiracy theorist. "Ri’K Must Die" was reviewed by Dr. Thomas Szasz. 

Dr. ozasz devotea about two paragraphs to t.ie book, and the rest of 
his lengthy review was devoted to his own theories dealing with psy- 
chiatry in the courtroom. In those two paragraphs he .. completely mis- 
represented kaiser's premise, stating that " Kaiser uncritically ac- 
cepts Diamond's tneory of the assassination: / "... that Sirhan had - 
by his automatic writing —programmed himself exactly like a computer 
^ P^ammed fc y its magnetic tape... for the coming assassination. "_7» 
ozasz attributes to Kaiser the belief that Sirhan killed Robert Kennedy 
to become an Arab hero. As you may recall, Kaiser disagreed quite stronvn 

^ arnond • was his belief that others had programmed Sirhan £ * 
and that oirhan had invented the Arab hero motive. From "re ad in «• the 
reviewone would never know that Kaiser entertained the slightest 
thought that there had been a conspiracy. It develops that Dr sL, 
has written often and critically of Dr/hernard 5. Diamond ^r f 
long career. In Kaiser's words, "Dr. Diamond is the only he?o in raw 
book. On December 1, 1 ,370 John Leonard ( then a daily reviewer Re- 
viewed Jim Garrison's "Heritage of Stone." The review in the eariv 
edlbl ° n l vas entitled "Who Killed John F, Kennedy?" Mr. Leonard c^L - 

Warren ^ " iSturbi ^ 

bSieve th?+ ^-° n h ^ d brought U P> and which made Mr. 

^ -onard beliere that something stinks about this whole affair " In 

ail later editions that review was entitled "The Shaw-Garrison Affair " 

“oiSl SS “SXitiTiV’M “W"** Hr. rapxan’s SalihoaSo^ 
include four years with the Justice Department and a stint in 1967 as 

criScs^S 0 ^ on' ° r . the Wai T? n Seport gainst its "revisionist" 

critics as he called them m an article in the Spring 

^cnolar. His latest piece of writing before reviewing, 
a 2900 word essay for the United States Information Agency for dis- 
tribution abroad. Its title was "The Case of Angela Davis - ^e So- 
cesses o± American Justice." It may interest yoS to know that the Times 
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1971 yesterday 
10 weeks after 


- 22 weeks 
the appearance 


it 


printed Mr. Weisberg's letter dated May 
after the appearance of Kaplan's review and 
°± y° ur letter. ITo conspiracies, Mr. Wolff? 

1 b , ea 5\ no raalice toward you, as I said before, .Arid ' my article 
wSinn?°° a ? iy .r fer t0 your lette:r only insofar as the Times pSked 
_i •» m reply. As you can see my primary dispute is with 
the Times. I have taken considerable time with thi£ letter a- you 
did with yours because I am concerned as I believe you are I do 

the pSrts I W JaL?r=aS?"rr U fUrthM '- Particularly with respect to 

oo Jnfr Y e if b?r ? s * nt John Leonard an original carbon of his August 

fn’vl? + l6tter 1° y ° U with the request that Leonard forward a copy 

^tt%ed 0 tnd ::r T ent and + return the original. The original Ts nem 

original ’ carbon m tw i waa nevR r sent you. I also have an 

original, carbon ol that letter, and I enclose a copy of it. 

I hope to hear from you, , . . L 


D1J1 


corely. 


>2 ^ 

Gerald Police ff* 



